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BEYOND PYGMALION: GALATEA IN THE SCHOOLS 

Bruce W. Tuckman Milton Bierman 

Rutgers University and Montclair, New Jersey 

Public Schools 

The effect of a major success- failure symbol in the 
school and source of both teacher and student expectations- 
homogeneous ability-grouping- was studied via a true ex- 
periment. 421 black high school and junior high school 
students in a suburban**ci ty school system were arbitrarily 
and without fanfare moved up to the next higher ability 
group while 384 comparable students were retained in their 
assigned groups as controls. Of those moved up, 54% were 
subsequently recommended by their teachers for the higher 
group as compared to 1% of the controls. Experimental 
also achieved higher scores on standardized achievement 
tests, Thus, grouping assignment was shown to affect 
teacher expectations and student performance. 
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BEYOND PYGMALION: GALATEA IN THE SCHOOLS 1 



Bruce W. Tuckman and Milton L, Bierman 
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Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) discovered Pygmalion, the 
sculptor-teacher who was able to confer beauty and elegance 
upon Galatea, his statue and vrilling pupil. Because Pygnalio,; 
believed Galatea to be beautiful and alive, she became so. 

The Pygmalion effect seems believable despite some criticism 
of it (e.g., Thorndike, 1968) and some failures to replicate 
or extend it (e.g., Haberman, 1970). The fact that teachers 
can affect the performance of students by virtue of the ex- 
pectations t.hey have for them makes eminent sense and can 
probably be documented under those conditions where it most 
noticeably manifests itself, in fact, the recent work of 
Br^/hy and Good (1970) provides documentation of some mechan- 

, . . - < * - i ' * 

isms that teachers seem to employ in communicating their ex- 
pect; tions. 

If students' behavior is a function of students' ex- 
pectations for themselves, and if students' expectations for 
themselves ,^re in part a function of teachers* expectations 
of them, then the beliefs of the "sculptor" are not as likely 
to effect tho behavior of the "statue" as are their shared 
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beliefs, Rather than telling teachers which students have 

/ 

potential, why not tell both teachers and students which 
students have potential. By telling students we are trying 
to manipulate their expectations directly and need not won- 
der about how expectations get transmitted from teacher to 
student. If manipulating teachers 1 expectations produces 
the Pygmalion ef feet , then manipulating students 1 expecta- 
tions directly can be expected to produce the Galatea 
effec t. 

Schools employ many mechanisms for affecting students' 
expectations of themselves (and teachers' expectations of 
them) although it is likely that these affects are unin- 
tended and the manipulators unwitting, Homogeneous ability- 
grouping is potentially such a mechanism. In a homogeneous 
ability-grouping system, students are assigned to levels of 
a course based on their potential ''ability" in that course 
as "predicted" by prior grades, standardized test scores, 
and, most importantly, the recommendations of their prior 
teacher in that subject, While in theory, students can move 
with fluidity between these groups, in practice, movement is 
more noticeable by its absence (Tuckman, 1970) , Moreover, 
a student's ability-group assignment is like a "flag" of his 
ability as defined by the school. It is not unreasonable to 
expect that a student's expectation for himself will be 
affected by the system's expectations for him as embodied in 
his ability-group assignments ♦ These assignments are likely 
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to affect the expectations held by teachers as well. 

The purpose of this study was to examine the affect ob- 
tained by reassigning students to higher ability-groups 
than those assigned them by the system in comparison to 
otherwise comparable students who were not reassigned. Since 

i 

i 

grouping practices have been labelled as discriminatory in 
some communities, this study concentrated on Black students 
as those chosen for reassignment as a way of further examin- 
ing any such bias that may be built into grouping as a way 
of lowering the expectations of Black students for themselves 
and of their teachers for them. 

While the effects of ability-grouping have been looked 
into in a number of studies, they have never been specifi- 
cally examined as expectancy phenomena. Consequently, this 
literature lacks great relevance to the present endeavor* 
Hov'ever, it has been reviev/ed by Tuckman (1970) , and appears 
that no difference findings, homogeneous grouping-superior 
findings, and grouping-inferior findings occur with equal 
probability. Of course this depends in part on how one de- 
fines one's variables and the specific conditions of the 
study. 

This study was concerned specifically with the two 
junior high schools and one high school in a city of about 
45,000 people in transition from an affluent suburb to a mix- 
ture of ghetto and suburb. In this system, students were 
assigned in each subject matter to high (1), medium (2), and 






low (3) ability-groups in each subject natter based primarily 
on the recommendation of their immediately previous teacher 
in that subject* Assignments were made on a yearly basis. 

In this study a group of Black students in medium and low 
groups were randomly divided in half and half were subse- 
quently reassigned to the higher group* Thus# a group of 
Black students who had been recommended by their teachers 
for the medium ability group suddenly found themselves 
assigned to high ability groups, while a group recommended 
for low groups appeared in medium groups. 

Two general hypothesis were offered as follov/s: 

(1) Black students reassigned to higher groups (here- 
after called experimentals) perform better on standardized 
tests# and receive higher grouping recommendations by their 
teachers than do black students not reassigned to higher 
groups (the controls) , 

(2) Students to whose classes experimentals are 
assigned (mixed comparisons) perform no differently than 
students who do not have experimentals upwardly displaced 
into their classes (unmixed comparisons) . 

If the Galatea phenomenon is valid# that is, if stu- 
dents* performances are influenced by self -expectations , and 
these self -expectations are influenced by institutional iden- 
tity trappings such as ability-group assignment, then re- 
assigning students to higher ability-groups should alter their 
performance • Moreover , this reassignment should also alter 
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expectations of teachers for thase students. This should be 
particularly true for Black students who seem to have been 
discriminated against by the standardized performance situa- 
tions upon which grouping assignments are in part based. If 
reassigned students improve in performance, their presence 
in higher groups should not, moreover, adversely affect the 
work of the students to whose classes they have been added. 

Since the school system used three ability-groups, the 
3tudy included a replication or parallel experiment with 
students moved from medium to high groups compared to medium 
controls and students moved from low to medium groups com- 
pared to low controls. Comparison groups were used at both 
high and medium levels. In essence, then, each hypothesis 
was tested twice. A variety of dependent measures in addition 
to those cited in the hypotheses were also examined. These 
are described in the next section. 
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i Method 

f 

Subjects 

i 

Subjects were 805 Black students enrolled in junior high 
school (grades 7-8) or high school (grades 9-12) in the public 
school system of a "suburban city." Of the total number of 
subjects, 421 participated in an Experimental group and 384 
in a Control group. The school system uses the designations 
"1” , "2 M , and "3" for the homogeneous ability-groups in the 
schools with 1 being the highest and 3 the lowest, Subjects 
in this study were drawn exclusively from 2 and 3 level groups 
(although 1 students were employed at certain points for com- 
parison purposes). Furthermore, those students included in 
the study, either as experimentals or controls, were among 
the upper half in the distribution on standardized achievement 
test scores for Black students in the 2 and 3 level groups. 

Thus, subjects were Black students, in grade levels 7 to 
12, assigned to level 2 and 3 ability-groups, but scoring in 
the upper half on standardized achievement for their racial 
and ability-level group. 

Assignment of subjects to experimental and control con- 
ditions was accomplished on an entirely random basis from among 
the sample identified above. Moreover, assignment was accom- 
plished separately for the different subject-matter areas. 

Among junior high school students, assignments were made inde- 
pendently for seventh and eighth grade English, social studies, 
science, and mathematics. Among high school students, assign- 
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merits were made independently for ninth, tenth, and eleventh 
grade English, eleventh and twelfth grade social studies, and 
ninth and tenth grade science. 

Independent Variables 

< 

Treatment Conditions 

Experimental Grou p. For each subject-matter area (at each 
grade level) identified above, randomly chosen students were 
notified by letter that the school guidance department had 
altered their ability-group assignment by moving them up to 
the next highest ability-group. Thus, experimental students 
originally assigned to 2 level ability-groups were moved up 
to 1 level ability-groups and those assigned to 3 level 
ability-groups were moved up to 2 level ability-groups. This 
was accomplished for each of the aforementioned subject-matter 
areas independently. It was thus possible for a student to 
have been moved up in as many as three subject-matter areas 
or as few as one. In each area in which a student was moved 
up, he was included in the experimental group for that subject- 
matter area. No attempt was made to control or balance out 
number of subject-matter areas in which a student was moved 
up. 

Thus, students in the experimental group were arbitrarily 
moved up from the ability-group in which they had been origin- 
ally assigned based primarily on teacher recommendations, to 
the next highest ability-group. In being assigned to the 
higher groups, students were distributed so that no more than 
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three experimental students appeared in any class. For pur- 
poses of labelling* those experimental students moved from 
2 to 1 level classes will be referred to as the high oxperi - 
m entals and those moved from 3 to 2 level classes as the low 
experimentals , 

Control Group , From among the student sample identified 
in the previous section, a randomly selected sub-sample of 

2 and 3 level students were not moved up in grouping assign- 
ment. These students remained in the ability-groups to which 
they had been assigned by the guidance department based pri- 
marily on recommendations obtained from their previous teacher 
in each subject-matter area. It was possible for a student 

to be assigned to a control group in one subject-matter area 
and an experimental group in another. Again, assignment to 
experimental and control conditions was undertaken independently 
for each subject-matter area. 

Thus, experimental and control students were equivalent 
in original grouping assignment. However, experimental stu- 
dents were arbitrarily moved up one level in a subject-matter 

* v . • * * 

area while control students retained their original grouping 
assignment. Those control students assigned to 2 level groups 
will be referred to as high controls while those assigned to 

3 level groups will be referred to as low controls . 

Mixed Comparison Group . Students in classes into which 
experimental subjects wore moved constituted mixed comparison 
groups. Those students, outside of the sample, who had been 
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assigned to 1 level classes according to the ongoing group 

) 

l 

assignment mechanisms and were now joined as a result of the 

/ 

experiment by three experimental students (i.e., those that 
had been arbitrarily moved up from 2 to 1 level groups) , con- 
stituted the high mixed comparison grou p. (No more than three 
experimental students were added to a class.) Those students, 
outside of the sample, who had been assigned to 2 level classes 
according to the ongoing group assignment mechanisms and were 
now joined as a result of the experiment by three experimental 
students (i.e., those that had been arbitrarily moved up from 
3 to 2 level groups) , constituted the low mixed comparison 
group . Comparison groups were included in the study to evalu- 
ate the effect of the upward movement process on those stu- 
dents originally assigned to the higher groups. 

Unmixc d Compariso n Group . 2 At each of the two higher 
ability-levels, two classes were composed to include only 
those originally assigned to that level. That is, two classes 
of 1 level students were composed with no experimental sub- 
jects included 1 (hereafter referred to as the high unmixed 
comparison group ) , while two classes of 2 level students were 
composed without experimental subjects included (hereafter 
referred to as the low unmixed comparison grou p) . A com- 
parison of mixed and unmixed comparison groups offered the 
possibility of evaluating the effect of upward movement on 
students originally assigned to the higher groups. Students 
in the comparison groups included both Black and White young- 
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sters. 

Grade Level 

Grade level was included in each subject-matter analysis 

as an independent variable. Two grade levels, seventh and 

i 

eighth, were included in the analyses of each of the four 
junior high school subject-matter areas. Among high school 
subject-matter area, English included grade levels nine through 
eleven, social studies grade levels eleven and twelve, and 
science grade levels nine and ten. 

Dependent Variables 

Grades ♦ Ongoing academic performance was evaluated in 
terms of grades earned by students in each subject-matter area 
during the course of the year in which the experiment was in 
progress. Grades were reported for three interim periods and 
final grades. Only second marking period grades are reported 
in this paper. ^ These grades covered the first semester and 
were reported in late January. The grading scale ranged 
from a low of zero to a high of 4.5. 

Teacher recommendations . In late February of the academic 
year, approximately five months after the start of the experi- 
ment, teachers reported grouping assignment recommendations 
for their students in that subject matter for the following 
year. Each recommendation could be a 1, a 2, or a 3, recom- 
mending a student to the high, medium, or low group respectively. 

Sta ndardized test perf ormance . In mid-February of the 
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academic year, students in the junior high schools took the 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) , and students in the high 
s ,iiool took the Tests of Academic Progress (TAP) . For social 
studies, the TAP social studies subtest (SS) and ITBS work 
skills subtest (W) were examined* For English, the TAP com- 
position (COMP), reading (READ), and literature (LIT) subtests 
and ITBS verbal (V) , reading (R) , and literature (L) subtests 
were examined. For science, the TAP science (SCI) subtest 
was examined, (There is no ITBS subtest for science,) For 
mathematics, the ITBS arithmetic-one (A-l) , and arithmetic- 
two (A-2 ) subtests were examined, (Mathematics was not in- 
cluded in the high school part of the study.) 

Student satisfaction . On a questionnaire administered 
to all students in the high school and junior high schools in 
late February, students reported their satisfaction or liking 
for their present section in each subject area on a five-point 
scale ranging from very satisfied (a score of 1) to very 
dissatisfied (a score of 5).^ 

Atten d ance . Attendance records (i.e., number of days 
absent) were reported for all students in the high school 
upon completion of the academic year (in June). These re- 
cords cover the full academic year in which the study was in 
progress (for the high school only). 

Data Analyses 

Six two-way analyses of variance were run for each sub- 

ject-mattei area separately, and for junior high school and 
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high school studies separately (data from the two junior high 
schools were combined) , for each dependent variable. Thus, 
six analyses were run per dependent variable for high school * \ 
studies, high school English, high school science, junior 
high social studies, English, science, and mathematics. In 
each two-way analysis the second independent variable was grade 
level with findings for each grade level separately and all 
combined reported . 

The six analyses of variance covered the combination of 
treatments described below; 

•High experimentals (1) vs. high. controls (2) vs. high 
mixed comparisons (3) vs. high unmixed comparisons (4) 

•High experimentals (1) vs. high controls (2) 

•High mixed comparisons (3) vs. high unmixed comparisons (4) 
♦Low experimentals (5) vs. lev; controls (6) vs. low mixed 
comparisons (7) vs. low unmixed comparisons (8) 

•Low experimentals (5) vs. low controls (6) 

• Low mixed comparisons (7) vs. low unmixed comparisons (8) 



Results 



High School Study 

The high school results appear in Tables 1 and 2. Results 



Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here 
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by grade level have only been presented for English since this 

I 

is the only subject where a strong treatment by grale level 

f 

interaction was consistently obtained* Also, English is the 
only one of the three subjects studied which spanned three 
grade levels; the others only spanned two. 

Hypothesis One: High Experimentals ( 1) vs . Controls ( 2) . 

High experimental and their controls did not differ in grades , 

’ satisfaction , or attendance in any of the comparisons shown in 

Tables 1 and 2. Students moved from medium to high groups 
earned equal grades, were as satisfied, and had comparable 
attendance records to students not moved up, High experimentals 
received significantly^ higher teacher recommendations in 
four of the six comparisons shown (no differences occurred in 
the other two instances) . Of the 14 comparisons on standardized 
test performance r high experimentals significantly outperf ormed 
controls on five, were themselves outperformed on three, with 
no differences on six. 

Based on teacher recommendation findings, hypothesis one 
is confirmed; i. e,, high experimentals do get higher teacher 
recommendations than controls, Less overwhelming support was 
obtained from the test data. 

Hypothesis One ; Low E xperimentals (5) vs , Controls (6) , 

Low experimentals earned consistently lower g rades than controls, 
but manifested equivalent satisfaction , and attendance . Higher 
teacher recommendations were obtained by experimentals in three 
of six comparisons (essentially only in English) . Standardized 
O 
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test p erformance by experimental^ significantly exceeded 
controls in four of 14 instances with no differences on 10. 

Thus, hypothesis one, when applied to the comparison 
between students moved from low to medium groups and those not 
so moved, receives some support. This support is almost ex- 
clusively in English while support among high groups was 
spread across English and social studies. In neither case, 
were science data supportive. 

In the area of teacher recommendations, 54% of the high 
and low experimental students combined were recommended for 
the higher group as compared to only 1% of the controls being 
so recommended. This finding provides strong support for the 
hypothesis. 

Hypothesis Two . Members of mixed and unmixed comparison 
groups earned equivalent grades , had equivalent attendance 
records, and, in all but one instance, had equivalent satis - 
faction . Members of unmixed comparison groups tended to earn 
higher teacher recommendations in English but not in the other 
subjects. On standardiged t ests , most comparisons showed no 
differences. In total, it would appear that the addition of 
upwardly displaced students to classes in small numbers did 
not affect the performance of students in those classes, 

Other Compart sons . In most comparisons on all measures 
other than satisfaction, students in the higher groups (i.e., 
mixed and unmixed comparisons) did better than experimental 
and control students. In general, experimental fell between 



15 . 



comparison students and controls with substantial differences 
still existing between them and comparison students. While 
these were not among the major comparisons of the study, it 
appeared that experimental improved as a function of upward 
displacement but still needed considerably more improvement to 
reach the level of comparison students (all of whom fell 
normally into the higher groups) . 

Junior High School Study 

Only the first hypothesis was tested in the junior high 
school study since it was impossible to keep any classes un- 
mixed. The results of the junior high school study appear in 
Table 3. 



Insert Table 3 about here 



High Experimentals (1) vs . Controls (2) . Ho differences 
between high experimentals and controls were found on grades 
or satisfaction . On teacher recommendations , high experimentals 
were significantly higher only in mathematics. No differences 

• 4 . * 1 H i < • 

were found in the other three subjects. On standardi 2 ed test 
performance , high experimentals significantly exceeded controls 
in social studies and English. No differences occurred in 
math and no test was given for science. Thus, in three of the 
four subjects (science excluded) high experimentals exceeded 
controls on either teacher recommendation or standardized test 
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performance. 

t 

Low Experimentals (5) vs, Controls (6) . Experimentals 
earned lower grades than controls in math. No differences 
were found in the other subjects, Experimentals exhibited 
more satisfaction in science but less in English or math, 
Experimentals received significantly higher teacher recommen - 
dations in English with no differences in the other three 
Bubject matters. Standardized tests showed essentially no 
performance differences between experimentals and controls 
with some slight edge going to controls. 

Thus, it would appear that for the high experimentals in 
the junior high school, hypothesis one was confirmed while for 
the low experimentals it was not. 

Other Comparison . As in the high school portion of the 
study, comparison students did uniformly better than experi- 
mentals or controls on most measures. 

Discussion 

The results of this study suggest that grouping affects 
the self-expectations of students and their teachers, and 
thereby affects student performance. Even in the short space 
of one academic semester, students displaced into a higher 
ability group manifested better performance on standardized 
tests than students not upwardly displaced. While this finding 
did not occur in all instances, it occurred with sufficient 
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frequency among high school and junior high students to be 
accepted as an outcome of the upward displacement* 

Equally dramatic was the finding that in many instances, 
students displaced into higher groups were subsequently recom- 
mended by their teachers for these higher* groups. Among high 

I 

school students, 54% of those moved up were subsequently 
recommended for the higher group as compared to only 1% of the 
controls. This tendency for upwardly displaced students to 
"stick" may be the result of their improved performance or a 
function of inertia in the grouping process. If the latter is 
correct, it would indicate that teacher's expectations of 
student performance are largely influenced by grouping assign- 
ment causing grouping assignments to persist over time. This 
is a significant indictment of the grouping procedure since it 
both locks students in and out, and must result in frustration 
and disillusionment. It is certainly something less than an 
educationally sound practice. 

Upward displacement i* *roup assignment appeared to have 
no effect on satisf action, attendance, or grades. In moving 
upward, students must compete with a group that has demonstrated 
better academic performance than the one they have left. It 
would be hoped that over time their grades would become similar 
in distribution to those of their new classmates. 

Proponents of grouping often base their advocacy on its 
value as an instructional device. By grouping students of like 
ability, teachers teaching to the class mean are more likely to 
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reach more of their students* Such arguments ignore the pro- 
position, supported by this study, that grouping affects ex- 
pectations. By contributing to the self-fulfilling prophecy, 
students come to perform in a way that "validates" the group- 
ing assignment, damning many to a life of second-class citizen- 
ship. The ultimate goal of the public schools, developing 
well-adjusted and knowledgeable individuals, would seem to be 
hindere. rather than enhanced by grouping. If students 
arbitrarily moved up can improve in performance and be ab- 
sorbed by the higher group, as was shown in this study, then 
not moving them up is denying them the opportunity to enhance 
their self-expectations and consequently their performance. 

It is worthy of note that the school system in which this 
study was done delayed their regular grouping assignment pro- 
cedures until this study was completed. Then, upon the re- 
commendation of its authors, instituted a major change in 
grouping procedures wherein studei ts can opt by their own 
choosing to be upwardly displaced to the next highest ability- 
group, Greater encouragement for students to exercise this 
option is occurring as it becorr.es an accepted part of the pro- 
gram. 

Our Galatea's became more "beautiful" when moved up to a 
higher group, Thi9 "beauty" was seen by both themselves and 
their teachers within one semester after the higher group 
"mantle" va9 placed on their shoulders. Now it will be possible 
for each student to choose to be as beautiful as he v/ants. 
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FOOTNOTES 
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^This paper was read at the New York meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, 1971. The authors 
would like to acknowledge the assistance of John Soi, 

Mary Lois Partridge, and David Shields, and the support of 
the staff and school board of the Montclair Public Schools. 

^These groups were not employed with the junior high 
school sample. 

^Final grades are still being analyzed (due to a 
recording error in one subject in the high school and late 
reporting in the junior high schools) . 

^Additional questions on the questionnaire dealt with 
self-perception of performance in each subject and perceived 
and preferred grouping assignment in each subject. 

^Differences at the 10% probability level were accepted 
as significant. 
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table 1 



‘ I 

Weans and Comparisons for High School Social Studies, 



j Science, and English Across Grade Levels 
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Measure 


i 


2 3 
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5 


6 7 


8 


Grades 


1.9 


1.8 @3,0 


3.2 j 


1.0 


< 1.4 © 1.8 


1.8 


j Teacher recom. 

i 


1.4 


© 1.9 © 1.1 


1.0 


2.4 


2.6 < 2.2 


2.1 


TAP-SS 


34.4 


> 31.0©42.9 


44.4 


25.1 


> 21.5 ©31.3 


31.6 


J 

j Satisfaction 


2.2 


2.0 1.9 


1.7 ! 


2.3 


2.8 2.5 


2.8 


Absences 


12 


13 8 


9 ! 


20 


16 15 


12 


! Grades 

i 


1.7 


1.8 ©3.2 


3.4 ! 


0.8 


© 1.7 © 2.1 


1.9 


I Teacher recom. 

i 


1.7 


1.6 < 1.3 


1.2 


2.9 


2.8 © 2.0 


-c 1.6 


1 

j TAP-Sci 


29.0 


30.9 ©39.8 


41.4 ' 


23. 3 


23 . 0 © 32.7 


32.7 


i 

5 Satisfaction 

j 


2.6 


2.2 2.1 


<S 1.4 


2.2 


2.8 © 1.8 


2.0 


! Absences 

i 


12 


12 <& 5 


7 


20 


19 O 10 


9 


i 

i Grades 

* 


1.9 


1.8 © 3.0 


3.2 | 


0.8 © 1.5 © 1.9 


2.0 


t 

! Teacher recom. 
. 


1.6 


> 2.0 © 1.2 


-6 0.9 


2.4 


2.6 © 2.0 


-s 1.8 


j TAP- Comp. 
1 


39.9 


39.2 © 50. 4 


50.6 

j 


26.4 


27.9 ©39.6 


39.3 


l 

; TAP -Re ad. 


37.1 


36.3 © 47.6 


48.1 


25.7 


23.4© 37.9 


38.6 


i TAP-Lit. 

i 


34.0 


32.9© 42. 2 


42.5 1 


25.2 


?■ 23.0© 35.3 


35.2 


1 

j Satisfaction 

| 


2.0 


2.0 2.2 


1.9 ! 

\ 


3.2 


2.9 © 2.3 


2.9 


| Absences 


14 


13 €> 7 


7 ; 


20 


21 <S> 10 


10 



Note.“l « high experirentals , 2 e high controls, 3 = high mixed 
comparisons, 4 * high unmixed comparisons, 5 = low experimental , 

6 * low controls, 7 *= low mixed comparisons, 8 - low unmixed compari- 
sons. 



> P < . 10 © p< .05 



ERiC 



2Z 



11th Grade 10th Grade i 9th Grad. 



TABLE 2 



> i 

Means and Comparisons for 9th, 10th, and 11th Grade English 



S "‘'---Group 

^Measure 


1 




2 3 


4 


! 5 


6 7 


6 


Grades 


1.8 




1.6 <Z) 2.9 


3.3 ; 


0.8 


< 1.2 ©) 1.9 


2.5 


Teacher recom. 


1.7 


> 


2.1 © 1.1 


< 0.8 

! 


2.4 

1 


^ 2.8 © 2.0 


< 1.7 


\ TAP-Comp , 


40.3 




3 8.8 © 51.8 


52.7 


22.3 


25.8 ©33.8 


40.0 


j TAP-Read. 


35.2 


> 


30.3 © 43.3 


42.7 


! 16.1 


19.5 © 31.6 


36.5 


TAP-Lit. 


32.9 




29.8 © 38.9 


38.7 


! 18.7 


18. 8 © 29. 2 


< 34.2 


i 

j Satisfaction 


2.1 




1.8 2.4 


1.5 | 


j 2.4 


2.4 © 1.8 


2.2 


j Absences 

|: 


15 




20 © 6 


6 . 

I 

1 

j 


22 


26 <g) 8 


9 


J Grades 


1.7 




2.1 © 2.9 


3,4 ! 


0.6 


© 1.8 © 1.9 


1.7 


i 

} Teacher recom. 


1.6 




1.8 < 1.2 


0.9 1 


2.3 


> 2.5 © 1.9 


< 1.7 


; TAP -Comp. 


38.1 




41.8 © 50.6 


^ 46.8 


27.4 


26. 2 © 40.6 


39.9 


’ TAP-Read. 


31.1 


4L 


38.7 * 47.5 


47.0 


| 25.5 


24.2 © 33.6 


37.9 


, TAP-Lit. 


30.3 


4. 


35.5 * 43.8 


41.7 

1 


25.3 

1 


24.4 © 34.5 


34.9 


i 

; Satisfaction 

< 


2.2 




2.4 2.2 


2.3 


i 3.0 


2.8 2.7 


2.8 


| Absences 

i 


14 




10 © 6 


7 ! 


I 26 


20 © 11 


10 


; Grades 

j 


2.2 




1.9 © 3,1 


■ 1 

3.1 


1 

’ 0.8 © 1.8 > 1.6 


2.0 


! Teacher recom. 


1.4 <S> 


2.1 © 1.2 


1.0 


| 2.4 

| 


2.5 < 2.2 


-C 2.0 


j TAP -Comp. 


1 41.4 


* 


36.9 © 48.9 


< 52.1 


31.7 

i 


30.0 © 4 J . 2 


>. 38.6 


TAP- Re ad. 


45.2 




39. 9 © 51. 9 


54.7 


i 31.0 


r 24 . 8 © 42 . 2 


36.8 


i TAP-Lit. 

j 


38.7 




33.4 © 43.9 


47.2 ; 


29.8 

i 


> 25.7 ©39.7 


> 33.5 


! Satisfaction 

l 


1.7 




1.7 2.0 


1.8 


1 

3.4 


3.6 © 2.1 


2.3 


1 

J Absences 


14 




9 10 


9 


S 18 


17 13 


9 





>p<.10 



I 



TABLE 3 



Means and Comparisons for Junior High School Social Studies, 
Science, English, and Mathematics Across Grade Levels 



1 ,, — — Group 

[Measure ~ — 


i 


2 3 


i 5 


6 


7 




| Grades 


2.5 


2.5 © 3.6 


1.5 


1.0 © 2.0 


H 


o Teacher recom. 


1.8 


1.9 © 1.3 


2.4 


2.4 


2.2 


•H 

O 

O 

tn 


£ 

^ ITB'3-W 
i Satisfaction 


36.0 > 
2.2 


32.7 ©47.8 

2.1 2.0 

; 


21.3 < 
2.6 


25.0 © 33.7 
2.5 2.4 






o Grades j 

Of 




2.5 


' * 1 

2.3 <© 3.5 


1.3 


1.4 © 2.2 




C: • 1 

0 . Teacher recom* 

•H i 


2.2 


2.2 © 1.3 ! 


2.6 


2.8 © 2.1 




0 

w i Satisfaction 
i i 


2.5 


2.2 2.2 i 


1.9 © 


2.9 © 1.7 




J Grades ' 

j 


2.7 


2.6 < 3.1 i 

J 


1.4 

1 


1.2 © 2.4 




j 

j Teacher recom. ■ 

t j 


: 1.6 


1.7 © 1.3 


2.3 @ 

j 


2.8 © 1.9 




«, ITBS-V i 

*ri 


j 31.7 8 27.0 © 37.4 ! 


16.5 


18.3 ©27.5 




H * | 

? ITBS-R 

ITBS-L ! 

j | 


| 49.9 <8 42.6 © 58.2 j 
53.1 <£ 45.4 © 56.7 

t 


25.3 
, 29.8 


26.8 ©39.9 
31.1 © 45.0 




| ] 

I Satisfaction I 

1 J 


1 1.9 

i 


2.3 2.0 


1 2.2 < 


1.6 > 2.1 




j 7 1 

Grades ; 

W j 


L" 

2.3 

1 


2.2 © 3.2 1 


1.0 < 


1.6 < 1.7 




£ Teacher recom. j 


2.0® 


2,4 1.7 J 


2.8 


2.8 < 2.4 




S 1TBS-A1 ! 

5 j 

« ITBS-A2 i 

^ 1 


20.8 


21.8(2)31.2 


13.0 < 


15.7 © 19.3 




! 11.6 


12.7@17.7 ^ 


! 9.0 


8.9 < 11.6 




I | 

t S atisfaction i 

) ] 


2.1 


2.0 2.4 | 


3.0 © 


1.8© 2.7 





> p < . 10 > p <.05 



